Interest in the rankings of contributors to academic literature is evidenced by the numerous publications across most business and economic disciplines. This study presents the most prolific authors 1) over the entire history of the 11 high-impact IS journals and 2) over the ten most recent years for each of the journals. We include the number of authors who have published in the journals but who may not be considered prolific based on our classification; this data is important and especially critical for IS departments that set research standards. Identifying and ranking authors in the IS discipline is interesting for several reasons. While some may be curious to see how they perform compared to these researchers, a more beneficial application of the findings in this paper pertains to establishing realistic promotion and tenure standards. Although 11,204 authors published in the 11 high-impact journals, 7,734 (69%) of those authors published only once in these journals in the 1977-2014 period. This fact is essential for any IS department that sets promotion and tenure guidelines. Using our findings will help colleges and IS departments establish reasonable and attainable promotion and tenure standards based on the actual performance of others in the discipline.
Introduction
Once a faculty member secures an academic position at a university, that faculty member's focus shifts to the promotion and tenure process, a gauge of academic success (Applegate & King, 1999; Huang & Hsu, 2005) . Unless one is at a university that accepts a publication in any journal regardless of its ranking, the faculty member and academic department need to focus on how they determine research productivity standards (quantity and quality of publication outlets). When a university requires publications in "top" journals, the issue of concern focuses on what journals its academics should target and what can realistically be expected as to publication numbers in these journals. Previous ranking research has adequately addressed journal quality. For example, Lowry et al. (2013) , like other journal-ranking authors, provide interesting and valuable information. However, authors have seldom linked this information to promotion and tenure. In this paper, we address authors' publication efforts and success in the area of the information systems (IS) elite and high-impact journals to help IS departments set expectations for their faculty members in their publication efforts, especially if the requirements focus on the elite and highimpact IS journals. We do not set guidelines or standards for IS departments but provide actual performance data for IS departments to use when establishing their own standards.
As Xu, Yalcinkaya, and Seggie (2008) note, "academics decide what the realistic expectations are for an individual to be promoted to associate professor or full professor, yet little or no objective data have been offered to tell us whether or not these expectations are realistic" (p. 190) This issue is exactly what we address: rankings tell us which journals the IS discipline considers elite, but little research has focused on determining the output one can reasonably expect an academic to output in these journals. Universities focus on high-level research for several reasons. For example, as Miller and Seldin (2015) note, administrators value published research and papers because they increase a university's prominence and help to secure more public support. In addition, an enhanced reputation helps to attract new faculty and increase other funding opportunities (Huang & Hsu, 2005) .
General interest in the rankings of contributors to academic literature is evidenced by the numerous publications across most business and economic disciplines that identify prolific authors (Danielson & Heck, 2010; Gallivan & Benbunan-Fich, 2007; Xu, Yalcinkaya, & Seggie, 2008) . The basis for this interest might be simple curiosity, to properly recognize prolific contributors, or to aid in establishing guidelines for tenure and promotion decisions. This information can also be useful to potential hires who have to determine the quality of the faculty who will evaluate their research performance. If the faculty includes prolific authors, expectations may be higher than specified by the promotion and tenure standards of the department simply due to these authors' performance. A concern that Gioia and Corley (2002) broach and that Gallivan and Benbunan-Fich (2007) reiterate is whether identifying and ranking prolific researchers is a valuable exercise or whether it is a question of "form over substance". Although we recognize that curiosity in rankings is a driver for this type of research, our true goal is to provide information that could aid in establishing hiring, promotion, and tenure standards that IS departments set forth. Seldin (1984) surveyed over 600 academic deans about faculty evaluation practices and found, for one, that they will increasingly evaluate faculty members on the quality and the quantity of their research. In this paper, we shed light on whether the increasingly difficult to achieve standards for hiring, promotion, and tenure are reasonable and realistic based on what authors have actually established in the high-impact IS journals.
We add to the IS literature by identifying contributing authors over the entire history of the IS academic literature in the top-11 journals. The list of prolific authors satisfies the need for this information for the purposes noted earlier and replaces guesses and incorrect assumptions with hard data. Individuals and IS departments who examine this data can compare their own performance and department standards with these high achievers and determine whether their promotion and tenure standards are reasonable when they require faculty to publish in elite and high-impact journals. Such comparisons may also help with personnel decisions such as hiring, compensation, and merit raises.
While we recognize that previous studies have looked at the issue of prolific researchers in IS, this paper offers several advantages over prior studies. First, we look at the entire history of our selected set of journals rather than a random, more limited timeframe (e.g., Huang and Hsu (2005) look at prolific authors from 1999 -2003 and Clark and Warren (2006 look at prolific authors from [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] . As such, we can comment on the IS discipline from 1977-2014. Second, we look at the top-11 IS journals as Lowry et al. (2013) have determined rather than a subset of more specialized journals (e.g., Forgionne and Kohli (2001) study decision support systems, Bharati and Tarasewich (2002) publication history of authors in the 11 journals but also examine more closely the ten most recent years of each of the journals based on which we comment on historical and current trends of prolific authors.
Defining the Relevant Set of Journals
As with most business disciplines, in the early years of the IS discipline's development, a small group of journals that were often multidisciplinary tended to publish IS research. As the research and publications in each business area grew to the point that the specific discipline became well focused with a large group of researchers concentrating on that discipline, each discipline began to form its own unique research outlets. The beginnings of IS as a self-supporting, researched discipline likely came with the launching in 1971 of the first IS journals, MIS Quarterly and Information & Management. The focused body of literature continued to grow to where dozens of journals are currently published that include a high concentration of IS research.
To determine the most frequent contributors to the IS literature and their level of contribution, one can concentrate on the three levels of journals that publish IS research: 1) all journals, including generic business and science journals, that publish IS-related research; 2) all journals that specifically focus on IS (i.e., they primarily publish IS research); or, 3) a more narrow group of IS-focused journals that stand out for their level of recognition and achievement among IS academics. Though one could make arguments for analyzing contributors from all three groups, it seems reasonable to narrow the field of journals for several reasons. First, the wider field of general journals would contain so many authors and papers not related to IS that it would be difficult to define the unique set of authors whose research focuses on IS. The second subgroup is appealing, but, given the number of IS journals and their wide variation in quality, it would be difficult to narrow down the contributors who have had a substantial impact on the discipline and determine realistic expectations for promotion and tenure decisions. Therefore, we decided the best approach was to focus on a subset of IS journals that are highly regarded in the discipline for their contribution to its advancement.
Two such subsets of IS journals would meet the desired characteristics of being specifically IS focused and highly regarded. Since we seek to recognize prolific IS authors from a wide range of institutions that have recognized IS programs and faculty, the slightly expanded Lowry et al. (2013) list appears to be a better choice for this study. For that reason, the rankings of IS authors provided in this paper are those contributors to the 11 journals in Lowry et al.'s (2013) study. This set of journals also addresses a shortcoming of prior studies that have omitted any European journals, a fact that Gallivan and Benbunan-Fich (2007) highlight.
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The Data
Using the 11 high-impact IS journals (three elite and eight premier) as Lowry et al. (2013) identify as our starting point, we look at who publishes in these IS journals and how often from several different perspectives:
1. We first identify every author who has published in the 11 high-impact IS journals for the entire history of each journal. a. We then rank the most frequent contributing authors in the 11 high-impact IS journals for the entire history of the journals. b. We then rank the most frequent contributing authors to the 11 high-impact IS journals for the last ten years. 2. We separately identify every author who has published in the three elite IS journals for the entire history of each journal. a. We then rank the most frequent contributing authors in the three elite IS journals for the entire history of each journal. b. We then rank the most frequent contributing authors to the three elite IS journals for the last ten years.
This multi-layered approach provides a comprehensive view of the most prolific IS researchers from a historical and current perspective. The longer-term, entire-history perspective provides information about the ability to publish in the top journals, how many faculty can achieve this goal, and at what rate. The results presented emphasize an important perspective on the hiring, promotion, and tenure standards at any school that require publications in the top journals. This approach differs from Dean, Lowry, and Humpherys (2011) who examine requirements for promotion and tenure for only those faculty promoted and tenured from 1990 to 2008. The information we provide is more general in nature and critical for any IS department attempting to be fair and reasonable to its faculty. The shorter-term, ten-year perspective provides information on whether the publishing patterns in these high-impact journals have recently changed.
We collected authors' appearances in the 11 journals that Lowry et al. (2013) identify across their entire history. Table 1 provides the inaugural year of each journal and the total number of authors, papers, appearances, and per-author-appearances over the history of each journal. We collected authors' appearance only for regular papers: that is, we excluded comments, replies, editorials and book reviews as Gallivan and Benbunan-Fich (2007) suggest. We also provide summary totals for the subgroup of the three elite journals and for all 11 high-impact journals. The total number of papers per journal ranged from 360 in the Journal of the Association for Information Systems to 2,541 in Decision Support Systems. In addition to the ever-increasing growth in the number of papers and appearances, the average number of co-authors per paper has also increased. Table 2 shows the average number of authors per papers for each of the past seven five-year periods. The average number of authors per paper has grown from 1.719 in the 1981-1985 period to 2.819 for the most recent five-year period. This information is critical when IS departments require single author versus co-authored papers because it is apparent that more papers now have multiple authors and the number of co-authors has increased over time. 4 Appearances in the IS Journals
Ranking of Authors for 11 High-impact Journals
Appendix A details the ranking of authors for the eleven high-impact IS journals. Across the entire history of the eleven high-impact journals, 11,204 authors made 24,270 appearances in 10,120 papers. Across the eleven journals, authors had an average of 2.166 (24,270/11,204) appearances. The Appendix ranks authors by total number of appearances with appearances adjusted for incidence of co-authorship shown in parentheses next to total appearances. We also provide the total number of the 11 high-impact journals in which each ranked author has appeared. This last number indicates the breadth of journals over which each ranked author has published. One can also note that some frequently appearing authors have had the bulk of their papers in relatively few journals (which perhaps suggests a degree of specialization), while others have spread their research output across the entire span of 11 journals.
The ten most frequently appearing authors in the 11 journals were, in descending order, Andrew B. Whinston (83, 28.27, 9) (i.e., 83 appearances, 28.27 adjusted appearances, and has appeared in nine of the 11 journals), Izak Benbasat (82, 35.19, 9) , Varun Grover (79, 30.6, 11) , Jay F. Nunamaker, Jr. (63, 17.7, 5) , Robert J. Kauffman (55, 22.40, 8) , Hsinchun Chen (53, 17.29, 4) , Kalle J. Lyytinen (52, 23.27, 9) , H. Raghav Rao (46, 14.28, 9) , Alan R. Dennis (45, 16.29, 9) , and Ritu Agarwal (43, 15.68, 9) . The Appendix lists the 365 most frequently appearing authors in the 11 journals with 10 or more appearances over their career. More importantly, from an IS department perspective, following the 365 ranked authors, we breakdown the number of authors that have from one to nine appearances in the 11 high-impact IS journals, which is actual data on IS academics' productivity and allows IS departments to implement realistic research standards.
Given that the data spans the entire 38 year history of the IS journals, it likely covers the entire career output for many of the discipline's senior members. However, many readers may be interested in knowing who the most frequently appearing authors were over the most recent years (i.e., the current productive researchers). Appendix B ranks the most frequently appearing authors in the 11 journals over the most recent 10-year period (i.e., 2005-2014) . In descending order, these authors were Izak Benbasat, Andrew B. Whinston, Hsinchun Chen, H. Raghav Rao, Robert J. Kauffman, Varun Grover, Viswanath Venkatesh, Kalle J. Lyytinen, Mark Keil, and Alok Gupta. The top-10 ranked authors for the most recent 10-year period is similar to the ranking across the journals' entire history with the exception of Mark Keil and Viswanath Venkatesh who replaced Alan Dennis and Jay Nunamaker, Jr., though we note that the two authors displaced from the top-10 ranking for the past 10-year period still remain highly ranked on the list.
As we state earlier, those that set research standards (e.g., for tenure, promotion, or merit) need to be aware of the figures provided at the end of each appendix that detail how many authors have one or more appearances in each data set. For example, Appendix A shows that, even though 11,204 authors have published in the 11 high-impact journals, 7,734 authors (69%) have only one such publication. Requiring more than one publication in the high-impact journals is a more difficult hurdle than by those that set expectations realize and provides support for our major focus in this paper. When IS department hire, promote, and tenure, they need to acknowledge the reasonableness of their standards. For example, it is not realistic to simply implement a two high-impact publication standard for promotion without information on how many IS faculty have actually met this standard.
Ranking of Authors for the Three Elite IS Journals
For the three elite journals, 3,109 authors made 6,895 appearances in 2,792 papers. Therefore, authors appeared in the elite journals an average of 2.218 times. Appendix C ranks the 177 most frequently appearing authors in the elite IS journals with seven or more appearances. Appendix C also lists the number of authors that had from one to six total appearances. The top-ten ranked authors were, in descending order, Izak Benbasat (63 appearances), Andrew B. Whinston (45) Straub, Jr. (24) . We note that seven of the top-10 authors in the elite IS Journals were also in the top 10 of the 11 high-impact journals.
Appendix D ranks the most frequently appearing authors in the three elite IS journals for the most recent 10-year period (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) (2014) . Specifically, it lists the top-130 ranked authors with five or more appearances. It also shows the number of authors with one to four total appearances. The list is headed, in descending order, by Izak Benbasat, Andrew B. Whinston, Viswanath Venkatesh, Ritu Agarwal, Paul Pavlou, Arun Rai, Alok Gupta, Alan R. Dennis, Robert J. Kauffman, and Varun Grover.
Top-appearing Authors in Each of the 11 Journals
Appendix E lists the authors who most frequently appeared in each of the 11 high-impact IS journals. For those readers who tend to target a specific IS journal, this list indicates who their competition is for journal space. For some journals, having as few as eight or nine appearances puts the author at the top of the individual list, while, for others, it might take several dozen appearances to stand near the top of the individual journal list.
To understand the degree of difficulty of appearing multiple times in the high-impact IS journals, Table 3 shows the distribution of authors who had from two to 10 or more appearances for all 11 IS journals (panel A) and for the three elite IS journals (panel B). In total, 365 authors had 10+ appearances in all 11 journals, but that small group accounted for 25 percent of all appearances in the high-impact journals. Only 86 authors had 10+ appearances in the three elite journals, which accounted for 20 percent of all appearances.
Comparing the two panels of Table 3 , one can also appreciate how much more difficult it is to publish in one of the three elite journals than in the 11 high-impact journals. To illustrate, consider that just one in ten IS researchers who has published in the 11 high-impact journals has managed to publish two papers in the three elite journals. One in approximately three researchers in this same group has published two papers in the 11 high-impact journals. When one considers the large number of IS researchers who have
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Comments on Rankings
The following remarks reflect the temporal changes in the rankings of the top-20 authors in the 11 highimpact journals and the three elite journals. While some top-20 authors who appeared in the entire history of the high-impact journals remained so in the more current time frame rankings, there were also some changes, which may point to rising stars in the IS discipline. For example, Paul Lowry ranked 78th in the universal list of high-impact journals yet ranked 20th in the last ten years. Other current significant contributors were Shan Ling Pan, Eric T.G. Wang, Lars Mathiassen, David C. Yen, Paul Pavlou, Alok Gupta, and Viswanath Venkatesh. Similarly, when considering the three elite journals in the past 10 years, some authors were clearly more recent significant contributors. Again, for illustration purposes, Paul Lowry ranked 69th in the frequently appearing authors in the three elite journals from 1977-2014 and rose to 17th in the 2005-2014 period. Similarly, Rahul Telang, Wonseok Oh, Sumit Sarkar, Sunil Mithas, and Anindya Ghose also significantly rose in their ranking to join the top-20 most frequently appearing authors in the last ten years.
Although listing the rising contributors in the IS discipline is encouraging for those authors and the IS discipline as a whole, it is also extremely important to recognize the steadfast dedication to the IS discipline by the top ranked authors who have remained in the top ranks and who continue to be prolific authors in the IS discipline.
Each of the top-20 authors in the universal list also appears in the top 10 of one or more of the 11 highimpact journals. This finding demonstrates that the most prolific authors in IS have a well-diversified research portfolio: they have published in a variety of journals with differing research focus. In addition, fifteen authors in the universal list appeared in the top 10 of one or more of the eight journals in the AIS Senior Scholars' basket of journals.
Perhaps not surprisingly, seven of the top-10 authors in the universal list appeared in at least one of the top-ten most frequently appearing authors in the three elite journals. Looking at the top-20 authors in the universal list, half of them appeared in the top-10 most frequently appearing authors in the three elite journals. This result clearly shows that there is more than one path to prominence because half of the top-20 authors have made their mark by publishing a significant number of papers outside of the elite three journals.
Conclusion
In this paper, we summarize and analyze the top authors in the 11 high-impact IS journals over a 38-year period (from 1977 to 2014). Unlike previous efforts, we look at the entire publication history of the 11 highimpact IS journals. These journals have had some historical significance in the profession, and this paper represents a historical appreciation of the authors who publish in those journals. Although it is of general interest to observe who publishes most frequently in these journals, more importantly, the information presented allows IS departments to determine how realistic it is to require single or multiple publications in the 11 high-impact IS journals for merit, tenure, and promotion standards based on actual publication output of all authors in these journals.
The authors ranked in this study are substantial contributors to the body of published IS research. Admittedly, focusing on the quantity instead of the quality of papers may clearly miss differences in individual papers' contributions. Frequent appearances are not necessarily always a clear measure of "contribution". For example, Cuellar, Takeda, Vidgen, and Truex (2016) argue that the existing methodology of counting papers in ranked journals should be replaced with a scholarly capital model (SCM), which addresses three questions: "who uses one's work?", "with whom does one work?", and "where does one publish their work?". Although interesting, most universities and IS departments still emphasize where one publishes one's research. Even if one agrees that there may be opportunities to improve on the current "counting" focus, it is still interesting to observe who publishes most frequently in the top IS journals. 
